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ABSTRACT 

What knowledge is of most worth to a president of a 
college or university? To answer, this, a questionnaire containing 169 
specific areas of knowledge within 14 general areas of knowledge was 
evaluated by college and university presidents. Areas evaluated are: 
worth of knowledge about administration, curriculum, faculty and 
staff, finance, foundations of education, institutional research and 
planning, institutional types and purposes, instruction, legal 
aspects, organization', physical facilities, students, the higher 
education "establishment," and the president as a person. The 17 , 
specific areas in the top 10 percent were from six of the 14 general 
areas of knowledge; seven were from finance; five from the president 
as a person; two frqm administration; one from faculty knd staff; one 
from institutional research and planning; and one from students. 
(Author/KE) 
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INTRODUCTION . 

What knowledge is most worth to a* president of^ a 
college or university? That> was 'a question asked Qf ten by 
students enrolled in the Higher S^cation — Administration 
Doctor of Philosophy program in 'the Center for the Study of 
Higher Education at Arizona State University. 

,The students were not alone in trying to determine, 
what knowledge a person should have, in order to be a sue- 
cessful president, about:' (1) the things that need to be ? 
done; and (2) how-to do them. Examples of others to whom^ 
this was a serious question included: 

J — 

1. Their professors and advisors; ^ 

2. Active presidents who wished to improve 

their abilities to f ulf il^irfmany and 

varied responsibilities; ^ 
- 3. Active presidents who wished to use the .. 
^ . knowledge in selecting supportive ^ 

administrators ; 
.4. Supportive administrators who wished to 

prepare themselves to become successful 

president's ; ■ 
5. ^Professors who openly 6r secretly sought. 

the position; ' 
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6, Menibers of. governing boards in search of a 
^"""'""^^esident . , 

In order to incrfe^se and improve the available infor- 
mation that could ^ be useii in answering the question, this 
stuc!^ was designed and condli^ted . Since the people best 
qualJified to answer the question, "What knowledge is of 
most worth to a college or urttLversity president?" were the 
presidents- themselves, they, were the ones to ask, A ques- 
tionnaire was prepared which contained ^169 specific areas 
of knowledge within 14 general areas of knox?^i^dge. Presi-' 
dents werie invited to evaluate, on the basis of their • 
experience/ and study, each of the areas on a, four-point 
scale — or most worth,, of much worth, of some worth, or of 
little' worth. . . / ♦ 

The cjuestiolirlaire was included in. a packet of materials 
mailed from the A'rizona State University Cerlter for the 
Study of Higher Education to presidents of colleges and 
universities. The covering letter to presidents, aiAong 
other things , called their attention " to the questionnaire 
and requested the\r help in determining what future presi- 
dents should study. Since only the responles of the 
presidents interested enough to respond to the first request 
were desired, no follow-up request was planned or conducted. 
Usable responses were received from 528 presidents. A des^ 
cription of the respondents is presented in Table 1. This 



Table 1 



Sex of Respondent 



Age of Respondent 




The Sex ajm Age of the Presidents of Colleges and 
Univera/ties Partici|)a ting in the Study and the^ 
Type, Control, and Enrollment of the Institutions 
Governed Shown in Percentages 



Type of Institutions 



Control of Institutions 



Total Enrollment 
Cin thousands] 




Male 
-Female 



20 's 
30 's 
40 's 
50's 
60 's 
70 's 



'2-year 

4 - year 

5- year 
Above 



Private 
Public 



under 1 
1 to 5 
5 to 10 
10 td 20 
20 td 30 
Above 3 0 



93% 
7% 



1% 
7% 
37% 
42% 

12%^ 
1% 



43% 
34% 
9% 
14% 



46% 
54% 



41% 
40% 
9% 
8% 
1% 
1% 



Total Numbcrrf?of Respondents 528 
States Repre'sented 49 
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ireport presents the degree of worth to the responding ' presi- 
dents of each area of knowledge studied. 

The Worth of Specific Areas of Knowledge 
within General Areas of Knowledge 

, The 14 general areas of knowledge provide the organi- 
zation for the presentation of the rei^onses of presidents . 
in evaluating the worth of the 169 specific areas of know^ 
ledge. For each general area a table has been prepared in 
4!iJ^ich pertinent information about each specific area will be 
presented. Included are the following: 

1. The General Area of Knowledge (GAOK) 

V 

. .2. The Specific Area of Knowledge (SAOK) 
included in the table. 

3. The number of presidents responding to each. 

4. The percentage of the respondents, voting for 

eagh qualitative measXire.* 

m 

5. A weigh1:ed composite score (WCS) . (Each 
qualitative measure was weighted — most=8, 
much=4 , some=2 , and ' little'=l . Each 
qualitative measure percentage was multi- 
plied by its weighting number and the 
results were added.) 

6. The rank of each" specif ic area of knowledge 
(SAOK) within that general area of know- 
ledge (GAOK) based on weighted composite 
scores (WCS) . ' 



/ * 7. The percentile ,rrank (PR) of eech specific 

' / area of knowlec^ge (SAOK) within the total 

study of 169 such areas. 

The Worth of Knowledge about Administration 

As seen. In Table 2, there were two of 23 specific 
ar§as of knowledge about administration to which more than 
half of the responding presidents gave a ^rating of Most T 
worth. They were (1) iSelegati^n of Responsibility, 51.6%; 
and (3) Establishing Institutional Philosophy, 50.6%. 

The range in the percentages of, responding presidents 
for the 23 spec'ific areas of knowledge about administration 
as being of Most worth was from (1) Delegation of Responsi- 
bility, 57.6%; down to (23) Biographies of Successful Presi-- 
dents , 2.9%. 

/ 

The combined percentage of the column for' Most worth 
» 

plus' the one for Much worth provided four areas with a total 

vote of 90% or more of the presidents responding. These 

areas were (2) Delegation of Authority, 96.0%;. (1) Delega- 
re 

tion of Responsibility, 95.3%;^ (5) Motivation of subordi- . 

y — ^ 

nates, 91.1%; and (6) Establishing Basic Principles of 
Operation, 9'0.4%. By combining the two columns. Most and 
Much, the ranki^ of (2) Delegation of Authority and (1)^ 
Dliklegation of Responsibility were interchanged from what 
th^V were when only Most was considered. 

J^he weighted composite scores for the 23 specific areas 
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of knowledge in the general- srea of administration ranged 
from (1) Delegation of Responsibility — 596 down to (23) 
Biographies of Successful Presidents--209 . While none of 
the specific areas was in the 600's, there were ten in the 
500 bracket, five in the 400 's, five in the 300 's, and 
three in the 200 bracket. The average of these 23 weighted 
composite scores was 454. ^ 

The p'^ercentile rank of the ,23 items under administra- 
tion ranged from a high of 95 for (1) Delegation of Respon- 
sibility down to a 2 PR for (23) Biographies of Successful 
Presidents. "^^^^^ these specific areas about administ?^- 
tion were in the top quartile of ^the total 169 items in the 
study and two were in the top decile. Five of th^ 23 areas 
were in the 2ndvquartile, one in the 3rd, and seven were iji 
the 4th or bottom quartile. 

The Worth of Knowledge about Curriculum 

Each of the 14 specific areas of knowledge. about 
curriculum, as shown in Table 3, was ranked by some respon- 
ding presidents ^ as being of Most worth. The percentages 
ranged from a hi-gh of 39.9% for (1) The Administrator's ^ 
Role in Determination of Curriculum, down to a loy^ of 7.8% 
for (14) Professional Degree Programs^ 

When the percentages of Mopt worth arid Much worth were 



combined, four areas received dbove 80% of the total respon- 
ses. They were ^(l)'The Administrator'^ Role in Determination 
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of ■ Cur|)iculuitl, 85.0%;^ p)\ The Department Faculty's Role, 
82.3%; (3) The College Faculty's Role, 81. '5'%; and (2) The 
Governing Board is Role in Determination of Curriculum, 80.9%. 
By combining the ^ two quality measures, (5) The Department 
Faculty's Role got ar higher ranking than when Most worth- 
was considered alcme. . # < 

The weighted N^^mpo site scores ranged fr^m a high of 
529 for (1)^ The* Admirfistrator ' s ROle down to 302 for (14) 
Professional Degree Programs. Rank number (1) was |:he only 
area in the 500 bracket. There^'were eight areas in the 
400 's and the remaining five areas in the 300 's. The 
average weighted composite score for the 14 areas was 414. 

The range in the percentile ranks of the 14 specific 
areas of knowledge was from the 7 8th dowA to the 8th. One 

specific area ranked in the top quartile of the 16^ such 

• If ' ' 

ar^as^^ It was (1) The Administrator's Role the Deter- ^ 
mination of Curriculum. Five ai?eas were ^in the 2nd qua:^ti4fi, 
five more in the 3rd quartile, and three felj. in the bottom 
quartile. 

The Worth of Knowledge about Faculty and S taff 

Each^ of -the specific areas o"^' knowledge in the general 
area of knowledge about faculfty and staff received votes 
from responding presidents as being of Most worth. The 
percentage of vojies for Most /^ as shown in Table 4% rang^ 
from a high of 59.8% for (1) Communication with the Faculty 
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and Staff, down to 17.0% for (16) Organizations Faculty 

and Staff. . - • * , 

The combined percen^tages for^ Most and^ Much worth pro- 
duced ts/o SAOK above 90% of the votes. They were (1) Com-r 
-munica^tion with, 94.9% and (3) Evaluation of Faculty and 
Staff,' 9^^^". - All 16 of the items in the general area of 
knowledge about faculty and staff received a camb^-ned' per- 
centage for Most and Much, worth 'above 65% with ten. of them ^ • 
above 82%. 4 

The weighted composite scores ranged from a high of 
629 down to a low of 396. Four of the j-tems were in the 
500 bracket and the remaining ten in^theWoO's. The' 
average WCS waSv48 3. 

The WCS for each SAOK in thig general area of knowledg€t 
drew percentile ranks in the total study ranging from a 
high of 9 9 PR for (1) Communication with Faculty and Staff, 

'A 

down to a PR of 36 for ,(16) Organizations of faculty and 
Staff. Five of these items were in the top quartile'of the 
totai stydy, six were in the 2nd quartile, and the remaining 
five were in the 3rd quartile, . ^ , . 

The worth of Knowledge about Finance 

Each Qf the 17 sp*ecific areas in thfe general area of 
... N _ , . 

knowledge about finance was regarded by some presidents as 

being' of Most worth. As shown in Table 5, there were seven 

SAOK for which more than half^of the responding presidents 
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gave a value rating of Most , The range in the percentages 
of votes for Most worth for the 17 SAOK in this 5 GAOK was 
from a high 59.3% for (1) Budget Preparation, down to a low 
of l8.5% for (17) Finance Report Writing. . . , > 

When the percentage in thfe Much worth column was added 
to that in the Most worth column, the total percentage "^f 
votes for each of first eight ranked SAOK wag above 90%. 

■ * • 

T*wo other items received more than three-fourths of such 
'votes: (\) Federal Funds, 78.3%; and (11) Proposal Follow 
Up, 77.2%; 

The range in the weighted composite scores was from a 
l^igh of 62 6 dowr^to a low of 385 . Four of the scores were 
over 600; fo^ur more in the 500 's, eight in the 400 's, and 
dne in the 300 bracket. / The average for the 17 such scores" 
was 517 . 

When the we'ighted composite scores of these 17 SAOK 
Were placed ^ong those for the total study, the top seven 
af them had percentile ranks in the top decile. The 8th, 
Who I^anages the Money? was at the 8.8 PR. The remaining nine 
SAOK had. PR's below 75, of which four were below 50 PR. The 
range in the ^distril^ution of PR's for the general area of ^ 
finance was from- a high of 98 for (1) Budget Preparation, 
down to a low of 32 for (17) Financial Report Writing. \ 

The Worth of, Knowledge about the Foundations of Education 
> ft ' * ' 

There were four specif ic areas in this general area of 
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Hi * 

« 

knowledge with each receiving votes from some presidents as 

^ ■St!' ' 

being of Most wojrth. The range in the percentage pf votes 
for Most , as show|i in Table 6, was- from 18.9% for (1) philo- 
sophical Foundations, down to 9.2% for (4) Historical ^oun- 
'^^a^ons. . . , Ik 

By combining the percentages of the columns for Mosi: ' 
and Much'/ ^two of the specific areas were in the low 60's 
and one in the high 50 's. The fourth item - totaled fewer 
than half , ^^^5>6-%-/^ 

"The weighted composite scores were all in the 30 0 
bracket with a high of 39a\ a low of 321, arid an average of 
367 . 

When placed in the percentile rank distribution of 169 
specific areas in the total study, the range for items in 
this gerveral -area of knowledge was from a high of 36 PR for 
'Philosophical Foundations, down to*a 12 PR for Historical 
Foundations. * , . • , 

The Worth^of Knowledge about Institutional Research and 
Planning 

As shown in Table J, there were 15 specific, areas in 
the general are^ of knpwledge about institutional research 
and planning, and each received some votes 'from responding 
presidents as beting of Most wprth. For one ^f them,. (1) 
Long-Range Planning, more than half, 53.6% of the presidents 
valued it as of Most worth. The range in percentages of 

V 16 ' 
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'votes 'for Most worth for 'the 15 SAOK about institutional 
research and planning was. from the high of 53.6% for (1) 
Long-Range Planning ddwn to a low of 4.8% for (15) Multi- 
variate Statistical Procedures. . * 

> 

When percentages in the column for Much worth were ^ 
added to those for Most worth, (1) Long-Range Planning 
received 90.5% of the votes cast. Four specif ic, areas 
about Analysis, Evaluation and Planning had combined per- 
centages in the 80 's: -(2) Financial, 87.2%; (4) Faculty, 
86.4%; (3> Program, €5.5%; and (5) Phys^^al Facilities, 
80.8%. " \ ^ 

The weighted composite scores for these 15 specific 
areas of knowledge ranged^ from a high of 595 for (Ij Long- 
Rainge Planning, down to a low of 2,33 for {%5) Multivariate 
Statistical Procedures. -*^our of the WCS's were in the 50 0 
bracket," three in the 4 00 's, seven in the 300 's, and the 
15th with a 213 was 107 points below the next lowest. The 
average of the 15 WCS was 425. 

One of the specific areas of knowledge about^ Institu- 
tional Research and Planning, (1) Long-Range Planning.,, had 
a percentile rank -of .94 among the 169 items in "the total 
study. Two more SAOK, Analysis, Evaluation and Planning 
of (2) Finance, 80 PR and (3) Program, 75 PR, w^jre in the 
top quartile. The range of percentile ranks Tor these 15 
SAOK was from the previously mentioned 94 down to a 2 PR 
for Multivariate Statistical Procedures. In addition .to 

19 



18 



the above three SAOK in the top quartile, three were in the 
second, six in the third, and three in the bottom fourth. 

The Worth: of Knowledge about Institutional Types an4 Purposes 

As shown ^ Table 8, there were 11 specific areaS^3.n 
this general^area of knowledge and each received votes from 
some presidents as being of Most worth. The range in the 
percentages of votes '^or Most ^^rth was from ^5.2% for (1) 
Community Junior Colleges, down to 1.8% for' (11) Colojjial 
Colleges. <^ " 

By combiii4-ng the perceittages^or Most and Much , .one 
item received more than half o^vthe votes, (1) Community 
Junior Colleges, '^with 55.0%. " "^V'vk 

The weighted composite scores for * She lls-specif ic areas 
rangfed from a high of 403^ .for (1) Community' Junior Colleges,* 
down to 190 for^ 01,1) Colonial , Colleges . The average WCS for 
this general area was 292. . " , ^ 

The" percentile ranJcs derived from the position of the 
WCS of the SAOK in this GAOK in the distribution of 169 for 
the total study show a range from a high of 38 PR for (1) 
Community Junior Colleges down to a 0^ PR for (1^1) Colonial 
Colleges. All WCS for this GAOK were in the lower quartile 
except for (1) Community Junior Colleges at 38 PR. 

i ■> ' • ■ 

The Worth of Knowledge about Il^^truction ^^ . . 

Pill of the ten specif ic areas in the general area of 

knowledge about ins^truction received' some votes for being 

20 ' . 
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of Most worth • The range in the percentage of votes fof 
Most worth was from a high of 34,4% for (1) The ftole of 
Administrators, down to 14,1% for (10) EducationaT Psycholo- ' 
gy. As shown in Table 9, seven of the ten SAOK received 
fewer than 25% of the votes for Most vfoi±h. TpB other 
thre.e received above ^5% but less th,an half of the votes • 
By combining the votes cast fo^ the top two quality 
measures of Most and Much worth, two of the SAOK received, 
more than three-fourths of the votes cast. They were 
(1) .The Role of Administrators, 82.7%, and (4) The Role of 
the Faculty, 78.3%. 

The weighted composite scores ranged from a high 6f 

• \p . > 

502 4own to 373^ One WCS made the 500 bracket while one 
was in the 300 's with the other eight items in the 400 
bracket. The, average WCS was 44 0. 

The above scores earned these specific -areas percen- 
tile rankings in "the total study from a high 6f 72 PR for 
(1) The Role of the Administrator, down to a 25 PR for (10) 
Educational Psychology. In addition to these items, one 
was in the 60 's, three in the 50 's, and four in the 40 's of 
the percentile rankings. 

The Worth of Knowledge about the Legal Aspects 

All of the specific areas in the general area'of know^- 
ledge about legal/ aspects of higher education received sup- 
port from some resj^OAding presidents as being of Most worth. 
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As seen in Table lOv the percentage of votes *for Most worth 
ranged from a high of 17.6% for (2) Contract Negotiations, 
down to a low of 10.7% for' t6) Constitutional Law. - 
The combined percentages for Most and Much place (1) 
Recent Court Decisions in first place with 62.9% of the ^ 
votes : Contract Negotiations received 60 . 3% of the votes 
and ranked second in this general area. / 

; 

The weighted composite scores for thils GAOK ranged 
from a high of 391 far (1) Recent Court Decisions, down to 
328 for (6) Constitutional Law. The average for the six 
scores was 363 . 

The percentile ranks of these SAOK's ranged from a 
high Of 33 PR for (1) Recent Court Decisions, down to a loTw 

of 15 PR for (6) Constitutional Law. Three of these areas 

I 

were in the bottom quartile and three in the third. 

The" Wo;rth of Knowledge about Organization " , " 

Each of the six specific areas in the., general arek of 
knowledge about t^e organization of higher education, received 
votes ais being o£ Most worth from some responding presici.ents. 
As shown in Table 11, the range in the percentages of votes 
for Most • worth was from a high of 30.0% for (1) Functional 
Organization, down to 4.9% for (6) Federal Organization. 
Ail but one of the six specific areas received less than 
25%'' of the votes for Most worth. 

When '±he percentages for Mogt and Much were combined, 

■ ^ ■ . ^ 
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two of the items received more than 75% of the. yotes. They 
were CD Functional Organization, 81.8% and (2 )' Structural 
Organdzation , 77.6%. ' / 

The range in thfe /weighted composite scores was from a 

// ' / / V ' ' 

/high of 482 down to 272 . Thd distribution shows ''three 

scores in the 4 0/0 bracket, one in the 300 's., and two in th^ 

200 group. The 'av^rag4 WCS in this GAOK was 380 : 

When con/pared to trie scores of the 169 a,reas in the" 

total study, all six of these items f^ll below the top 

quartile. The range of percentile ranks was -from a high of 

67 for (1) Functional Organization,, down to a low of 3 PR , 

for Federal Organization. -The distribution shows two items 

in each of the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th quartiles. 



The Worth of Knowledge at)out Physic al Facilities 

~' ^ , 

Each of the specific ateas in the general area of 

knowj^edge ab6ut physical facilities was . rated by some res- 

ponding presidents as being of Mpst worth. As seen iri 'Table 

12, the range of*' the percentage of votes, for Jjosfe worth was 

.from a high of 49.4% 'for (2) Fundin)g, down to a low of 11.8% 

for (8) Equipment and Materials Management. Although (Z) 

Fianding had the highest percentage of votes for Most, it 

mnked second to (1) Planning in this general area of* khow- 

ledge, because the ranks in Table 12 were based on the 

weighted cidmposite score, derived from all four levels of 

worth. These two specific areas were tl^e^ only ones in this 
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general area, to" receive more than 25% of the votes cast for 
Most worth • ' 

When thp percentages of votes for Most and Much were 
combined, two SAOK received more than 90% of the votes cast. 

They were (1) Planning, 94.3% and (2) Funding 9 0 • 8% . Anoth- 

^ - ' ' ' / 

er specific area! received itiore than three^fpurths of the 

votes in the combination, (3) Uti^lization; 75.6%. 

The . weigh/ted calnposite scdres ;ra^ged fron^a hagh' of 

*580 down to 349 for low. Twp of the SAOK h^ ^cores in the 

high 5b0 bracket,,, two in the 4 0 O^^Vr^^a^d four in\the 300 's 

The average WCS was 437. 

, The percentile ranks for'tk^^ight specific areas of 

knowledge about physical facilities ranged frOm a high of 

89 for (1) Planning, down to a low of 19 for (8) Equipment 

and Materials Maffagement. Two specific areas in this general 

arfea had PR's in the top quartile, one in the second, three 

^n the^third, and * t\o;o in the bottom quartile. 1 

The WQrth of Knowledge about Students ^ 

As shown in Table 13, eacfh of the 14 specific areas in 

, the general area of knowledge about students rece-ived* some 

votes from responding presidents as being of Most w6rth. 

The range in the percentage of votes for Mo6t worth was from 

a high of 50.5% for (1) Concerns of Students, down to 9.6%' 

for . (14) ' Migration of Students. Only the orte SAOK received 

more th^n half of the votes for Most worth; three of them 

/ 
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fell in the thiraJquartile . - The rest received fewer than 

25% of the votes- as being of Most worth. 

By combining the percentatfes of votes for Most and 

Much , one SAOK, [11 Concerns of Students, received * 92 . 7% . 

t'our others received more than three-fourths of the votes: 

f (3) Desires of Students, 85.4%; (2) Psyctiology of Students, 

83.7%; (4) Counseling of Students, 79.2%; and (5) Adminis- 

\ tration of Services for Studpn^€, 76.9%. When only the 

percentage of votes for Mbst was ^onsidered, knowledge 

abomt the Psychology of students ranked second; but when 

•the percentages of Most and Much were combin knowledge 

about the Desires of Students became more im]^|6r^t^nt . 

The weighted composite scores for these 14^specific 

\ 

areas xanged fr(j>m a' high of 587 down to a low of 308 with 
ah average of 426^. Three of the WCS were in the 500's, 
six in the 400 's, and five in the 300 bracket. 

The percentile ranks for these 14 specific areas of 
knowledge about students ranged from a high of 92 PR for 
(1) CoTicerns of Students, down 1;o a low of 9 PR for (14) 
Migration of Students. Only one of the 14 items had a PR' 
in the uppef quartilfe-^f the total study and it also ranked 
in the top decile. Five of these SAOK wdre in the second 
quartile, four in. the third, and four in the bottom 25% oif 
the percentile ranks . 



I 



/ . 

'- iW^Worth of Knowledge about "The Establishment" of Higher 
Education 

Of the seven specific areas in the general area o^ 
knowledge about "The Establistiinent# of Hi-ghe/ Education, 
each received some votes from the' responding presidents as 
being of Most worth. As shown in Table 14, the range in 
\th6 percentages of such vot^s was from a high of 27.0% for 
\(1) ^ Regional Accrediting Agencies, 'dov^n to 8.4% for (7)-" 
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professional Organizations'* £i)r IndiViduals. \ ' 

\when Jjhe percentages for Much worth were added to those 



for Most, four specific areas showpd subtotals of more than 
half of the votes Three of them were in the 50 's. and o'ne, 
.(1) Regional Accrediting Agencies, had a 74.8%. 

The weighted composite scores ranged from a high of 
456 down to a low- of 304 . The average was^ 353. Six of the 
seven scores ^Were in the 300 bracket and one got up into 
the 4 00 's. ■ / 

The highest percentile rank for\any of these se,ve^ 

I: ^ ^ " ■ " 

SAOK was a ^ PR for (1) Regional Accrediting Agencies^. 

The other six fell in the lower quartile with the lowest 

being a, nine , PR for (7) Professional .Organizations for 

Individifals . - . 



ERIC 



The Worth of Knowledge abo^t the President as a Person 

As shown in Table 15, there ,w:@^re 1$ specific areas in 
the gei^eral area of knowledge about the President as a Person 
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fdr^~%he responding presidents^ to evaluate. Six of* the items^ 
were raTE^ of Most worth by more than half of the presidents 
and thr^ of these received more than 60% of the votes. Thfe 
range' iri'^ the percentages of voteis for Most worth was from 
a high. of 69.9% for (1) Human Relations, down to a low of 



\ 



G 23.6% for (18} Professional Writing. . 

' When the percentages of Most worth and Much , worth were 
. combined, none of the 18 SAOK had f.eVer thai? 60%- of the votes. 

rive of them had combined pqrcent^g^s in the 90 's: (1) ]^ : 
Human Relations, 9 5.1%,\ (6) P^ublic Speaking, 92. J%; (8.) Parr 
ticipation in Discussion,* 92.2.%^ (2) Ability to Stand Alone, 
91.8%; and (7) Professional Responsibilities, 90.0%. For 
seven other SAOK these combined percentages totaled over - 
80% of the votes cast. 

The weighted composite scores for these 18, specific 
areas of knowledge ranged from a high of- 669 down to a low 
of 43*7. Three of the scores were over 600 and five were ' 
below 500., The remaining 10' were in the 500's. The average 
of the 18 WCS was 549 ., I • , ' . 

One specific area^in the general area of knowledge 
about the President as a Person was placed at the 99 Pit when 
compared, to the other 168 SAOi<-;sin the study: '(1) Human 
Relations, 9'9 PR.% The percentile ranks for tlaese areas 
ranged from that high down to (18) Prof es^i6nal • Jffriting , ' ^(^ 

49 PR, which was the only one below the 50th PR,. Thirteen* 
of the 18 SAOK about the President as a Person had pereentile 

3 5 ' " ^ \ 
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rankings in the top qii^rtile of the total study. Five of 
them ranked in the top decile: ^ (1} Humariv Relations , 99 PR; 
(2) Ability to Stand Alone, 98 PR; (3) Character, 96 PR; 
t4) Cardinal Virtue — Justice, 93 PR; and Cardinal Virtue — 
Courage, 91 PR. Two^hyrds of the 18 SAOK in this general 
area had perclentile ranlis of 8Qjor higher. 



perclentile ranlis of 8Q^or hi< 



The 



^THE WORTH lOF GENERAL' AREAS OF KNOWLEDGE 

rejJative i \^drth of general areas of knowledge to 
pr\es:(.dents of colleges and universities is shown in Table 
^6. The 14 general' areas studied |pre shown in the order of 
ranks based upon the aver^g^ of the weighted composite 
.^cores of the specific areas within.;each. To be jseen in 
Table 1^ also are the nvimbers of specific areas, the range 
of composite weighted scores, and the average number of 
respondents within epch general area of knowledge. 

The average . weighted composite scores for the 14 GAOK 
ranged from k high of 5^9 fotr (1) The President Ls a Person, 
down to a lowlof 292 for (14') Types and Purposes of Institu- 

\ . ■ ; . ^ — 

tions. Also in the 500 bracket, but 32 points below number 
(1), was (2) Fi^'t^e with an average WCS of 517. Below 
these two. general ar^s there were seven with weighted com- 
posite scor^ averages in the 400 's, four in the 300 's, and " 
one in ^the 2:^0 / 
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THE KNOWLEDGE OF MO$T WOUTH 



ERIC 



Therle were 169 specific srfeas of 
general areas, which presidents pf co 
were askeci to evaluate as beidg of (1 



worth, (3 



knowledge, within 14 
leges and universities 



Some worth, or (4) Little \|^orth. A total of 



Mo 



sit worth, (|2| 




528 usabl^ replies were received. Not; all presidentsj ret- 
plied to all 169 items, so the tables show the number' res- 
ponding to each specific area o^'f knowledge with the percen- 
tage of that number who indicated it was of Most , or. Much , 
of Some , or Little worth. These four divisions of worth 

*were given weights; . Most= 8; Much=4 ; Some= 2 ; and Little= l. 
By multiplying each percentage by the designated weight and 
adding the four results, a weighted composite score was 
derived for eacl> of the 169 specific areas of knowledge. 
The weigjited composite" scores Were used to determii^e the ^ 
percentile rank in the total study for each specific a-rea 

'of knowledge. \ 



The Top Ten\Percent 



The knowledge 'p-f most Worth* to college and university ^ 
presidents, as determined "by .this study, is shown in Table^ 
17. Seen on the first page of the table are the „top t^n' 
percent, of the specif ic areas of knowledge studied. \ 

The 17 specific areas in the . top ten percent were from 
six of the 14 general areas of knowledge: > seven_ were from 
Finance; five from the President as a Person; two ^ ^rortu 



37 



■ s 
s 

CO U 

0) 

r-l 10 

> n 

O <D 

C P4 

O O 

10 c 
0) 01 

0) Q) 



o 
> 



(0 
0) 



c 
M o 

4J 

Q ^ 
CO 

one 

M 01 0) 
u 

0^ 



0) 

x: 



c 

o 
u 

04 



0) 
















C 


c 






o 












04 





ooGo oor*vo voinin ^mro (moicm iHO 
o>o%o> o^o^o^ o>o%cn o>o>o> o>o>o> o>a» 



C 

u 

0) 
Af 

c 

o 
x: 




iH^in lor^iH in cm 



in in in in in cm 



in in in in m in oi 



39 



ERJC 



38 



Administration ;^^iid^ one each ^rom Eaculty and Staff, Insti- 
tutional Research and Planning, and Students. © 



The Top Quartile 



The next 15% of the ,top quartile of specific ^^eas of 
knowledge inclu^ied uUder the Jtieading "The, Knowledge of Most 
Worth "i are shown on Table 17 (continued) . ; ^ 

The 43 specif :^c areas i of. knowledge, in the top quartile,, 



are from eight of* tllhe 14 gene^ral, areas of knowledge included 
in the study. There were 13 specific ar^as from the general • 
area: The President as a Person, in tnel top quartile; 10 • 
SAOK from Administration; eight frpm 'Finance ; five from ' 
Faculty and Staff.; three from Instituticinal Research a|id 
Planning; two from Physical Facilities ; and one each from 
Curriculum, and Students. 

1 The percentile and quartile ranks of the remainingl 
126 specific areas of knowledge included in this study qWn 
be' founds in Tables 2 to 15 inclusive. 



THE WORTH OF CENTERS FOR THE 
STUDY OF HIGHER EDUCATION — /ADMINISTRATION 



As a part of this study, an attempt was made to deter^ 



mine the worth Of Centers for 
Administration as a place for 



the Study of Higher Educations- 
potential presidents of col- 



leges and universities to obtain the ^knowledge they would - 
leed . . 

It- was explained in the introduction to this report 
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^ '40 

that the questionnaire for this study was included in a 

* 0 

packet of materials about the Center for the Study of 

Higher Education at Arizona State University. ♦Also enclosed 
♦ 

was a brochure which described the Center, its 'Doctor of 
Philosophy program in Higher Educations-Administration, 
resumes of its graduates available for positions, and , 

abstracts of dissertations completed in the past year. 

< 

" ^ The back page of the questionnaire asked f ive^questiohs 

• » 

of the presidents pertaining to their thoughts about such 
Centers for the Study df Higher Education — Administration 
as a place for potential presidents to acquire knowledge 
they would need. Those questions ancj the presidents' res- 
ponses follow. 
Question 1 

Do you think the ©ollege or university president of the '\ 
^ future mu6t have a more effective professional preparation 
. ^r the position than has been available in the. past? 
Respondents- -50>5 
Yes — 86.9% • 
No--13.1'% 
Question 2 

^ Do you tHink a program of professional study such a^s that 

described in the enclosed brochure could be of much vJorth 

in the preparation of a president-to-be? ' ^ * 

Respondents--469 ' 
Yes--93.2% ' ' • 

J No-- 6.8% ' . 42 



. - ■ 4; 

Question 3 

Do you think such a pto^raip of professional study has the 
^potenti^l to prepare the president-to-be better than" the 
master's and doctorate in an academic discipline pattern 
of the past? 

Resp6ndents-74 4 7 

Yes~81.5% ... 
No — 18.5% . ' ■ 

Question 4 . ' 

Shoyld you have a vacancy on your supportive administrative 
staff, would you cons-ider a graduate of our Center, such as 
those now a-vailable whose resumes are enclosed? 

Respondents — 475 , 

Yes — 91.4% 
No— 8.6%. 
Question 5 

Should you know a person desiring to prepare to be a presi- 
dent or a supportive administrator, would you advise him to" 
consider our Center as a place for such prepar:ation? 

Respondents — 440 ^ / 

Yes--92.5% 
No — 7.5% 

The presidents were dsked also to answer a sixth question as . 
an indication of their interest in acquiring additional in- 
formation on what knowledge is of most worth to a president ^ 
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^of a college or , university . Th^ question and the results 
of their responses follow. ♦ - 

Question 6 ^ ^ 

Do' ypu wish a report on the findings of this study? * ^ 
Respondents — 511 

Yes--91.4% ^ ' 

♦ 

No--" 8 . • _ . ' 
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PROFESSIONAL RESUME 



MI HARD W> STOUT 

Center for the Study of Higher Education-, Arizona ^tate University, Tempe, Arizona 85281 

Phone: (602) 965-6248. Home: 324 East Concorda Drive, Tempo, Arizona 85282 Phone: (602) 966*5250. 



EDUCATION AND DEGREES 



1929 — university of Northern Iowa, B.A., 
Science; 1943--University of Iowa, Ph.D 



Economics? 1933' 
, , Administration. 

EXPERIENCE 



-University of lows, M.A., Political 



Universities 

* Lecturer, University of lowa j Visiting Professor, University of Missouri;. Assistant Pjrofossolr, 
Associate Professor, Professor, University of Minnesota? Visiting^- Professor , University of 
Texas; Vice President for Development, University of Miami;^ President, University of Nevada; 
Trofessor and Director, Center for the Study of Higher Education, Arizona State University^. 



Public Schools 

High School Teacher and Principal,, Monticello, Iowa; High School Principal , Fort Dodge, Iowa; 
High School Principal, Rochester, Minnesota. . ' " ■ 

o ^ 

Kxp<irimontal Secondary Schools 

Principal , 'university of Iowa Experimental High School; Principal, University of Minnesota 
Experimental High School. - 

industry and business 

Curtiss-Wright Corporation, Vice President-Defense Planning; Vice President, Research and 
Development. A. T. Kearney Company, Inc. (Management Consultants) , Manager of Educational 
• Services. Consultant to Executive Vice President, Emerson Electric Company. 



Federal Government 




Reserve - Assistant Classification Officer, Western Sea Frontier. 
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PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS ... 

■ Coronission on Research Service of the North Central Association; Committee on Research ( Service 
of the Northwest Association of Secondary and Higher Schools; Committee on Guidance of the Norths 

\central Association? President, State College'^ of Iowa Alumni Association; Committee on^ Inservice 
^Training of Teachers of North Central Association? Examiner for the Accreditation Committee for 
ithe Commission of Colleges and Universities, N.C.A.; Executive Secretary, Minnesota Association 
bf Secondary School Principals; Chairman, Summer Workshops of Minnesota Association pf Secondary 
School Principals; President, Laboratory School'. Administrj^.tors Association; Examiher of Private 
Secondary Schools of Minnesota for Accreditation by the University of Minnesota; Pacific Coast 
Committee of the American Council on Education; Committee on Veterans Affairs, Lando Grant College 
Adsociation; Governor's Advisory Committee for Secondary Education in Nevada; Eisenhower's Commitee 
on Education Beyond the High School; National Association of State University Pr^B^4^nta<'7^ler ican 
Education Research Association. 

SCIENTIFIC MEMBERSHIPS ' ^ " ' 

aoard of Distinguished Consul tants , ^National Society of Professional Engineers; American Astro- 
nautical Society; American Nuclear Society; American Ordnance Association; Institute of Aeronautical 
seiences; National Aeronautic Association; Association for Applied Solar Energy; Institute of 
Aerospace Science. 

CIVIC MEMBERSHIPS 

Board of Directors, Chamber of Commerce, Coral Gables, Florida; Rotary Club and Chamber of Commerq^o, 
Mno, Nevada; Kiwanis Club and Chamber of Commerce, Rochester, Minnesota and Fort Dodge, Iowa. 

' gLUBS 

Marco Polo Club /New York, N.Y.; Bath Club, Miami Beach, Florida; Pennington Club, Passaic, New 
Jersey; National Aviation Club, Washington, D. C; Army and Navy Club, Washington^ D. C. 

PUBLICATIONS , / 

Contributor of articles to profes'hional journals and magazines; Editor, "Higher Education in 

Connecticut. " ^' • * 

ILONORS AND AWARDS 

fionorn Graduate, University of Nort,hc?rn Iowa; I'i Gamma Mu; Phi Delta Kappa; Shattuck Centennial 
Award (to 100 Americana who had made an outatandlng contribution to secondary education); Alumni 
Achievement Award, University of Northern Iowa. 

SUPPLKMKNTARY INFORMATION. IN I ! 
Kho'a Who in American Education-1947 ; Who's Wtio in the Midwost-1951 ; Who's Who In Amorica-1 952 ; 



Who 



in the Wo8^-l954; ^*oor•s Register of Directors and Exocu|:ives-1959j[ Who's Who in the 
; Amoricnn Mon In «c lonco-1961 ;. World Who • s Who in Commerce and Indu8tryl961 1 Who ' « Who 



B«at-1959, 

in tho South and Southwest" 196 3 . 
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